Half a century ago, S G F Brandon argued that the Gospel of Matthew was an antiPauline text. Brandon's case was not especially convincing and his hypothesis was quickly consigned to the scholarly scrap heap. But in recent times Matthean scholarship has been moving towards a position whereby Brandon's basic insights can and should be resurrected. This study argues that the view that Matthew was an anti-Pauline text is completely in line with current understandings of this Gospel and its underlying community, and can be restated in a more detailed and much more convincing fashion.
INTRODUCTION
The question of the relationship between Matthew and Paul has never really been dominant in Matthean studies. In the past few decades this issue has hardly rated a mention in the many books and articles that have been devoted to this Gospel. Even when scholars have tackled this question, their discussion has often amounted to only a few pages. There are exceptions of course, which I will examine shortly, but it is true to say that this subject has hardly captured the attention, let alone the imagination, of Matthean scholarship. I find this HTS 58(2) 2002
MATTHEW AND PAUL WERE CLOSE THEOLOGICALLY
The virtue of Brandon's work was that it prompted later scholars to consider the relationship between Matthew and Paul. In the larger studies that emerged in the next two decades, scholars adopted a position that was the complete opposite of that claimed by Brandon.
Rather than being anti-Pauline, Matthew actually stood close to the theological tradition of Paul. Perhaps the most important of these works was the classic study of the Sermon on the Mount by W D Davies ([1963] 1966) , which devotes a long discussion to the relationship between Matthew and Paul. Davies (1966:325-332) Davies (1966:341-366) argues that the evangelist and the apostle shared a common understanding of Jesus and his teachings; the law of Christ for both consists partly in the words of Jesus.
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The work of Davies on the issue of Matthew and Paul had two important effects.
First, his critique of Brandon was considered so definitive that Brandon's hypothesis hardly rates a mention in subsequent discussions. Davies had completely discredited the proposal that Matthew was anti-Pauline, so scholars saw little need to raise it. 6 Secondly, Davies made respectable the view, at least in the short term, that the evangelist and the apostle were close in a theological sense. was much influenced by the Pauline tradition in terms of Christology, evangelisation, ecclesiology and anti-Pharisaic polemic and he goes so far as to suggest that the evangelist knew the Pauline epistles and used them in the composition of his Gospel (Goulder 1974:154-155, 170) . But in making these claims, Goulder takes care not to depict Matthew as a Pauline Christian; the evangelist was far more conservative than the apostle on the issue of "Law-observance" (see Goulder 1974:170) .
A decade or so later J P Meier (1983:12-86) arrived at a similar conclusion.
Matthew belonged to the tradition of Peter, the middle position in the early church that stood between the extremes represented by Paul and James the brother of Jesus. Matthew was clearly not Pauline, a fact that is obvious from his more conservative stance on the Law, but in practical terms his theology was similar to that of Paul. Both enjoined a universal mission without circumcision, both made demands based upon love, both emphasised church order, both viewed the resurrection of Jesus as the pivotal eschatological event, both accepted the revelation of God in the Jewish scriptures and in the Christ event, and both had a high Christology (Meier 1983:62) . Meier (1983:62-63) concludes that Matthew and Paul could have worked together in a mission to the . This is a difficult proposition to accept if the Gentiles were to be considered full members of this Christian group (as opposed to being God-fearers). Since the Matthean Jesus specifies clearly that his followers are to obey the Law in all respects and that even the least commandments are to be observed , this must apply to Gentiles as much as to Jews; the text makes no discrimination.
THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW AS A CHRISTIAN JEWISH TEXT
The fact that circumcision is not mentioned in the mission charge at the conclusion of the Gospel (Mt 28:16-20) is quite consistent with this thesis. The risen Christ instructs his disciples to make disciples of all peoples by teaching them to observe all that he commanded. What he commanded is found in the teaching of Jesus in the earlier sections of the narrative, and it includes observance of the whole Torah . This clearly involves circumcision and the other ritual requirements of the Law. There is no need to mention circumcision in the mission charge because it is obviously presumed for those who Matthew's anti-Paulinism has any more success than the failed attempt of Brandon.
CONCLUSIONS
In concluding this study, I would make the point that the scholarly inquiry into the relationship between Matthew and Paul needs to turn the full circle. The initial work of Brandon to prove that Matthew was anti-Pauline was clearly unconvincing in the form in which he presented his case. This was a great pity, because the easy manner in which his arguments were discredited meant that his hypothesis was not to be taken seriously for another half century. But Matthean scholarship has slowly and inadvertently been moving back towards Brandon's thesis. The view that replaced Brandon's hypothesis, that Matthew and Paul were theologically close rather than in opposition to one another, was always an optimistic one and has correctly met with scepticism in the field. The latest trend is to acknowledge the major differences between the two, but to see them as complementing each Barth, G [1961] 
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